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1) Can you honestly and scientifically characterize JAMA's coverage of JFK’s death as an ’open presentation” (JAMA. 1992; 268:1738) when: (1) 
No one other than you, a former military pathologist yourself, or your emissary, Dennis Breo, were given the opportunity to ask any questions of 
the three military autopsists, (2) Humes, Boswell and Finck have refused to answer any specific questions put to them in letters by other 
physicians in your own Journal in the "Letters to the Editor" section on 10-7-92, (3) Humes, Boswell and Finck have refused to appear publicly 
with you at news conferences to answer any "open" questioning from the press, and (4) Through you Humes, Boswell and Finck categorically state 
they will answer no further questions to anyone even to clarify previously contradictory testimony? 

2) Can you fairly insist (Lundberg in JAMA V268:1738)that the motivations of the myriad conspiracy theorists are paranoia, need of personal 
recognition, public visibility and profit in view of the well documented military-intelligence deceits of the Bay of Pigs invasion, the Gulf of Tonkin 
incident , the falsified casualty figures and battle reports from the Vietnam war, as well as the lies regarding the Cambodian incursion, the lies of 
the Watergate cover-up, the Iran-Contra scandal, the Vincennes incident, the Iraq-gate deception and many others? In JFK’s death are we readers 
to ignore your admonition that "It is the reader’s responsibility, no matter whether an investigator, a physician, a medical reporter, or any member 
of the public, to read all with a skeptical eye"(Lundberg, JAMA V262:945)? In view of the above numerous examples of military misconduct and 
deceit, it would seem that suspicion of any military claims is justified, especially those of military pathologists whose wound locations have 
changed and who refuse to an swer questions even from fellow physicians. 

(3) On Larry King Live you stated, "I've studied the Ramsy Clark Panel Report fully personally. They (sic) supported Humes and Boswell and 
provided additional forensic evidence that supported Humes and Boswell...". Why did you not ask Humes or Boswell why the Clark Panel found 
that Humes and Boswell "missed" the location of the fatal skull wound by 4-5 inches— that the wound they saw in photos and confirmed in X-rays 
was 4-5 inches higher than claimed by Humes and Boswell in JAMA and to the Warren Commission? Should not scientific honesty have 
compelled you to mention tha t the claims of the autopsists, repeated by you, have been proven false by findings? 

(4) If, as you claim, "These first hand accounts of the autopsy and the scientific forensic evidence are indisputable.”, (JAMA. ’92; 268:1738) can 
you possibly be aware that the X-rays and photos don't support the claims of Humes and Boswell? If Humes and Boswell are right about the 
location of the skull wound it implies that the photos and X-rays are forged as claimed by the technicians who took them. Is that JAMA's intent? 

(5) Humes and Boswell claimed that the skull entrance wound was # 1 to the right and just above the EOP to the Warren Commission and to you. 
To the HSCA they claimed it was to the right and just below the EOP and labeled a skull specimen to show the location. In a second interview 
Humes caved in and decided that the HSCA’s pathologists were right and that he, Boswell and Finck were wrong and that the wound was 4 inches 
higher in the area of the cowlick! You state: "I completely believe that this information, as personally given by Jim (Humes) and "J" (Boswell) is 
scientifically sound and, in my judgment, provides irrefutable evidence that president Kennedy was killed by only two bullets that struck him from 
above and behind.. .".(JAMA. '92; 267:2803) Why should anyone believe what Humes, Boswell and Finck say when, not only do they change their 
claims, but the photos and X-rays "prove" their JAMA claims wrong? 

(6) If JAMA's policy is to "prefer that information not be released to the public... until the article appears in print in (the) journal" (JAMA. '91; 
265:400), why did you appear publicly and announce the upcoming JFK interviews on 5-19-92 (before anyone would have had the opportunity to 
study the data) and not wait until 5-27-92, the publication date of the issue in question? 

(7) You have stated: "...Rigorous peer reveiw prevents the publication of poor science by applying the most stringent standards when evaluating the 
validity of research..." (JAMV '87; 258:87). You also claimed: "I am extremely pleased that, finally, we are able to have published in the peer 
reviewed literature the actual findings of what took place at the autopsy table on 1 l-23-63...."(JAMA '92; 267:2803) Can we infer from your 
statement that outside, "peer review" experts were consulted to corroborate the information provided by the autopsy pathologists? If so, how could 
these consultants have failed to point out the previously contradictory testimonies of Humes, Boswell and Finck? How could JAMA have failed to 
mention it? How can you categorically state that the information is "scientifically sound"? If the autopsy pathologists were wrong about the 
location of the wound, something measured in inches, can you rely upon them to accurately determine "beveling" a feature measured in mm? 

(8) In your campaign against "JFK docufiction" you have presented yourself and your journal (JAMA) as solely interested in the truth. In the May, 
1992 issue and in interviews you have characterized Dr Charles Crenshaw as unreliable by flatly suggesting that he was not even in the trauma 
room at Parkland during the time he claims to have made certain observations about the head wound. In addition Dr Baxter is quoted denying that 
Crenshaw ever took a call from LBJ. The Warren Commission volumes describe Crenshaw’s presence in the trauma room at least 6 times, even by 
Dr Baxter’s Commission testimony. JAMA claims Baxter insisted he never saw him in the trauma room. Dallas neurosurgeon, Williams, and 
Parkland operator, P. Bartlett, both recall a phone call from someone who identified himself as President Johnson and who was put through to the 
O.R. where Crenshaw took the call. If the above are true, do you not have a personal responsibility as a scientist, a professional, a fellow 
physician, and an honest man to set the record strait and correct this slander? Can the American public have faith in JAMA, the American Medical 
Association and even physicians when the leading physician figure in the war against "JFK-docufiction" is himself fictionalizing slanders to quash 
those with whom he disagrees? 

10 months have passed since the above statements have appeared in print. In that time numerous other articles have appeared in the pages of 
JAMA on the topic of Kennedy's assassination. Not one word, however, has appeared to correct these insulting and slanderous untruths. When 
will JAMA tell the "PLAIN TRUTH" about Crenshaw’s presence in the trauma room and the call from LBJ? 

(9) The articles published by your JAMA have caricatured critics of the Warren Commission, especially the article by Robert Artwohl. Not once 
have recognized critics been offered an opportunity to make their case on the pages of your magazine. While you have given roughly 40 pages in 3 
issues to those who deny there was a conspiracy, only 3 1/2 pages were published by critics and those were only in the form of letters to the editor 
which largely went unanswered by those to whom they were directed. A balanced discussion of the subject, seemingly in the customary scientific 
tradition, is totally absent. Flow can JAMA claim absence of bias under these circumstances? Is it not apparent to you what a parody of honest 
scientific investigation your coverage of this subject is? Is its JAMA's intent to appear to encourage the view that there was a conspiracy, which 
JAMA has joined, by giving this complex issue such a superficial and ludicrously one-sided and biased exploration? 
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